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Overview 

Snohomish County is planning for a resilient, vibrant, and inclusive future. One of the main ways 

the County can plan for this future is through periodic updates to its Comprehensive Plan. 

The Comprehensive Plan (the "Plan") is a document that guides Snohomish County decisions on 

a wide range of topics and services over a 20-year time period. As the Plan acts as the blueprint 

for development in the county, it will impact neighborhoods, businesses, traffic, the environment, 

and people. The Plan is also meant to reflect the vision and priorities of Snohomish County 

communities and residents, while meeting requirements of state and federal law.  

Between now and June 2024, the Plan will go through an update (the “2024 Comprehensive 

Plan Update,” or “2024 Update”). When adopted, the Plan will be in effect from 2024 to 2044 

with minor updates. 

Purpose of the Update 

Washington State’s Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that cities and counties update 

their Comprehensive Plans on a periodic schedule. This is an opportunity to revise population 

and employment growth forecasts with the most up-to-date data, review existing policies to 

ensure they make sense for the communities they serve, write new policies that reflect the 

priorities of the communities of Snohomish County, and confirm that all federal, state, and local 

requirements are met. The next update of the County’s Comprehensive Plan is due June 30, 

2024. The 2024 Update will plan for the next 20 years of population and employment growth 

through the year 2044. 

The purpose of the 2024 Update is to comply with the requirements of the GMA in state law 

(RCW 36.70A.130) for Snohomish County to: 

▪ Plan for the next 20 years of population and employment growth. 

▪ Review and revise the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations to ensure they 

comply with the requirements of the GMA. 

The final deadline for adoption of any updates pertaining to this project is June 30, 2024.  

The County will conduct State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) review for this major update to its 

Comprehensive Plan. The County plans to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

including all elements required by law.  
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Community Profile  

This Community Profile identifies the demographic characteristics of population across 

Snohomish County at these geographic scales: 

▪ Snohomish County as a whole 

▪ Incorporated Urban Growth Areas (UGAs), i.e. cities 

▪ Unincorporated UGAs 

▪ Rural/Resource Areas 

A map of the County and UGAs appears in Exhibit 1.  

Exhibit 1: Snohomish County Incorporated and Unincorporated Urban Growth Areas (UGAS)  

 
Source: Snohomish County GIS, 2021. 

Subareas are reviewed including areas within incorporated and unincorporated UGAs that are 

being planned for High-Capacity Transit (HCT). A map of the unincorporated HCT communities 

between the cities of Everett, Mukilteo, Lynnwood and Mill Creek appears in Exhibit 2. 

https://www.snoco.org/v1/services/Docs/SCD/PDF/PDS_UGA/County_11x17.pdf
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Exhibit 2: Unincorporated High Capacity Transit Community 

 
Source: Snohomish County, 2021 

Total Population 

According to 2020 Census estimates, the total population in Snohomish County is 857,957. More 

than half of this population (56%) lives in incorporated cities. Everett is the largest city by 

population in the county, accounting for close to 13% of the total countywide population. More 

https://www.snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/72049/Subarea-Area-Planning-Summary


6 

 

than a quarter (28%) of county residents live in unincorporated areas. A small proportion (16%) of 

county residents are in rural/resource areas. 

Age & Sex 

The distribution of the population by age and sex is presented in Exhibit 3. Countywide, roughly 

14% of residents are over 65, and a slightly larger proportion of residents (22%) are under age 18. 

See Exhibit 3. 

Exhibit 3 Snohomish County Age and Sex Distribution (2020) 

 
Source: Esri Business Analyst 2021 Forecast, 2021; BERK, 2021. 

Race and Ethnicity 

Race & Hispanic and Latino origin is an ethnicity marker that is considered in addition to race 

according to the US Census. Ethnicity refers to community groupings that are based on some 

combination of shared language, history, religion, and culture. Ethnic groups can overlap with 
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racial groups but there can be differences. See Exhibit 4. 

Exhibit 4: Population by Race and Ethnicity (2020) 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Census 2020; BERK, 2021. 

Exhibit 4 displays the total population of Snohomish County, incorporated cities with the UGAs, 

unincorporated UGAs, rural/resources areas by Hispanic persons of any race, non-Hispanic 

Person of Color, and non-Hispanic white identities. Understanding the racial and ethnic makeup 

of these areas will help the County design inclusive, accessible, and effective outreach and 

engagement strategies.  

Roughly 12% of the county’s population identifies as Hispanic with a slightly smaller proportion of 

Hispanic residents in rural/resource areas. Countywide, 25% of the population identifies as non-

Hispanic and non-White (non-Hispanic people of color). This proportion falls slightly, to 23%, in the 

incorporated areas within the Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) and rises to 35% in the 

unincorporated UGAs. HCT communities within the incorporated UGA have proportions similar to 

the incorporated UGA as a whole. HCT communities in the unincorporated UGA, and the urban 

core subarea, have proportions similar to the unincorporated UGA as a whole. 
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As shown in the Non-Hispanic People of Color (POC) population detail in Exhibit 5, the largest 

racial groups represented in the non-Hispanic POC population ( are Asian, those with two or 

more racial identities, and Black or African American. Across both the county, and other listed 

geographies, smaller proportions (roughly 1%) identify as American Indian and Alaska Native 

alone or Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. While small in comparison to the larger 

population numbers, these smaller populations are important to reach out to for input. 

Exhibit 5: Non-Hispanic People of Color Population Detail (2017) 

 
Source: American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2013-2017), 2020; BERK, 2020. 

Home Language 

While only 8% of the Rural/Resource population speaks a language other than English at home, 

this rises within cities (21%) and unincorporated UGAs (30%). HCT communities within the 

incorporated UGA have proportions similar to the incorporated UGA as a whole. HCT 

communities in the unincorporated UGA have proportions similar to the unincorporated UGA as 

a whole. A slightly higher proportion of residents in the urban core subarea (40%) report speaking 
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a language other than English at home. 

See Exhibit 6. 

Exhibit 6 Population by Home Language Category (2017) 

 

 
Source: American Community Survey 1-year estimates (2019), 2021; BERK, 2021. 

Exhibit 7 ranks the top non-English home languages and identifies which language groups have 

higher proportions of individuals with more limited English-speaking abilities. Spanish is the most 

common non-English home language in the county. Tagalog, Chinese, Vietnamese and Korean 

are the other languages that are spoken at home.  Broader categories such as Other Indo-

European languages, Other Asian and Pacific Island languages and Russian, Polish, or other 

Slavic languages are also spoken by county residents. The overall results regarding language 

align with data that show that the top countries of origin for residents born outside the county 

are Mexico, India, Philippines, Korea and Vietnam.  

Residents who speak languages other than English report varying abilities to speak English in 

addition to their primary language. More Korean, Vietnamese, Tagalog and Chinese speakers 
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indicate they speak English less than “very well.” Language access strategies should ideally 

target Spanish, Korean, Vietnamese, Tagalog and Chinese speakers to address these gaps.  

Exhibit 7 Top Non-English Languages Spoken at Home and Proportion Speaking English Less 

Than “Very Well” 

Rank  Language 

% Non-English home 

language population 

% who Speak English less 

than “very well”  

1 Spanish 30% 31% 

2 

Other Indo-European 

languages 13% 19% 

3 

Other Asian and Pacific 

Island languages 10% 30% 

4 

Russian, Polish, or other 

Slavic languages 9% 42% 

5 Tagalog (incl. Filipino) 8% 48% 

6 

Chinese (incl. Mandarin, 

Cantonese) 5% 40% 

7 Vietnamese 5% 59% 

8 Korean 5% 65% 

* Per US Census website, Other Asian and Pacific Island languages include Japanese, Hmong, Thai, Lao, Khmer, Ilocano, 

Samoan, Hawaiian for example; Other Indo-European languages include Italian, Armenia, Bengali, Tamil, and Iranian 

Persian, for example; Other unspecified languages include Navajo, Hebrew, Amharic, and Yoruba, for example. 

Source: American Community Survey 1-year estimates (2019), 2021; BERK, 2021.  

Communication Preferences Survey  

In July 2021, the County conducted an online survey to get understand what topics are most 

important to the community in the Plan, and how best to communicate with the community. 

There were 330 responses to survey. Residents with Hispanic, non-white identities and those who 

don’t regularly speak English at home are slightly under-represented among survey respondents 

while residents over the age of 65 are slightly over-represented. 

Key findings related to community preferences on engagement and communications were 

considered for the selection of outreach channels and engagement strategies. The findings 

https://www.census.gov/topics/population/language-use/about.html
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include the following. 

Communication tools most useful to receive and interact with 

information about the Plan 

The following sources were most commonly chosen as “very useful:”  

▪ Email distribution list (newsletter, announcements) 

▪ Virtual meetings 

▪ In person events throughout the county 

▪ A social media presence dedicated to this project 

Highlights from open-ended comments: 

▪ Improve website design by clearly indicating a point of contact for contact for questions 

and/or concerns. 

▪ Targeted meetings with key stakeholders, (<4 min) YouTube Videos, and texts with links to 

information are effective tools. 

▪ Complement virtual meetings with in-person events to reach communities hard to reach 

e.g., faith leaders, disability rights organizations. 

▪ Consider offering government to government consultations with Tribal leaders in addition to 

emailing natural resources staff directly. 

▪ Moderate comments and actively communicate with community on social media. Without 

moderation of spammers and trolling information of vital importance can quickly become a 

joke and public entities may lose credibility. 

Useful sources for receiving local news and information 

The following sources were most commonly chosen as “very useful:” 

▪ Email notifications 

▪ Newspaper (online) 

▪ Postal mail (mailed flyers, postcards, etc.) 

Ideas and suggestions for improvement 

Open ended comments: 

▪ Email and an easy to navigate website are the easiest way to provide information.  

▪ Highlighting issues of interest to the community and how to get involved to enact policy and 

regulatory change will increase the effectiveness of communications. 
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▪ Consistent messaging through any channels can help residents stay aware of project 

progress. 

▪ Targeted stakeholder engagement, including to HOAs, at libraries, are effective.  

▪ Continue to make public workshops and outreach participation available through Zoom or 

other conferencing platform. It makes it much easier to participate.  

▪ Having meetings/workshops start no earlier than 5:30 or 6PM would be helpful. 

▪ Provide information through utility bills and at grocery stores. 

▪ Mailer to each resident can be expensive but effective/ 

Outreach & Communication 

Overview: Outreach and communication efforts are designed to reach a broad set of 

community members. The goal of these efforts is to inform community members of the County’s 

efforts to update its Comprehensive Plan and to gather informed comments through the 

environmental review process. The Plan will conduct an integrated SEPA and GMA process, 

allowing the community ample opportunity to provide comments that will be considered in Plan 

development.  

Outreach Channels: Increasing awareness about the Plan and the environmental review process 

is an important element of successful engagement. The following outreach tools will be used to 

spread awareness and encourage participation: 

▪ Project webpage. This will be a central repository for plan information including status 

updates, draft documents, schedules, official notices, links to partner agencies, and other 

project information. The project webpage for the SEPA review is: 

https://snohomishcountywa.gov/5597/2024-Update 

▪ Print and social media. Information about the plan will be advertised through the County’s 

social media platforms and other online accounts. Videos may also be used as a 

communication tool. Press releases may be released for public meetings and at key project 

milestones.  

▪ Official notices. SEPA requires notification prior to official comment periods, such as a 

minimum 21-day scoping period and minimum 30-day Draft EIS comment period. Public 

hearings held for the proposed plan are open to comment on available SEPA documents, 

and if held specifically for the EIS must be scheduled no sooner than 15 days after 

publication of the Draft EIS.  

▪ Interested parties list. The County will maintain a list of interested parties that will be used for 

electronic notification of public meetings and project milestones. Participants who provide 

contact information will be added to the list. 

https://snohomishcountywa.gov/5597/2024-Update
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▪ Community organizations and leaders. The project team will reach out to local 

organizations and trusted community leaders to distribute information to their constituents.  

▪ Translation and Interpretation. Translation of print materials and interpretation at meetings 

will be available as needed on this project. 

Public Engagement Toolbox 

The following pages identify engagement tools that are specific to the SEPA environmental 

review. The toolbox of strategies is broken into two main categories based on the sequence of 

project tasks: 

Scoping Engagement  

▪ Interviews: One-on-one interviews with stakeholder groups or agencies that serve diverse 

populations during the scoping process will help increase awareness of the planning process 

and inform ways to reach a broad and diverse group of residents. Four interviews will be 

conducted. These interviews can be held before the scoping period to help guide and 

shape the scoping outreach, or can be held during the scoping period where outreach 

material is shared in various forms and languages. Potential interviewees include 

representatives from the following organizations/entities: 

 Communities of Color Coalition  

 Familia Unidas  

 NAACP  

 School District (Everett, Edmonds, or Mukilteo) 

▪ Scoping Meetings. Public meetings during the scoping period will be another tool to help the 

County gather input. The meetings are anticipated to be virtual or hybrid and supported 

with media and online tools (e.g., fact sheet, presentation, story map with map comments, 

survey). Interpreters and translators will support meetings and materials development (English 

and two other languages). Two meetings will be conducted.  

Draft EIS Engagement  

The Consultant will support outreach during comment period of Draft EIS such as development 

of a preferred alternative. 

During the comment period of the Draft EIS, engagement will focus on gathering input on the 

alternatives, the conclusions of the EIS, and on any feedback that can inform the development 
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of a preferred alternative.  

▪ Public Meetings. Public meetings during the Draft EIS comment period will help the County 

gather input. Similar to the scoping meetings, these meetings are anticipated to be virtual or 

hybrid and supported with media and online tools (e.g., fact sheet, presentation, story map 

with map comments, survey). Interpreters and translators will support meetings and materials 

development (English and two other languages). Two meetings will be conducted.   

Public Engagement Plan Implementation 

The following table provides a schedule of anticipated engagement and milestones throughout 

the SEPA process and the Plan update. The schedule is approximate and subject to change. 

Exhibit 8 Estimated Engagement Plan Schedule 

 

Activity  Target Date 

Engagement Strategy & Scoping Notice  

Peer Review County's Public Engagement Strategy 9/24/2021 

Provide Advice on Equitable Engagement Methods 10/8/2021 

Identify strategies and key messaging regarding the 

integration of SEPA with GMA Planning Elements  
10/8/2021 

Define approach to SEPA-based engagement such 

as scoping and Draft EIS issuance 
10/8/2021 

Review Determination of Significance 10/8/2021 

Scoping Notice 10/8/2021 

Interview up to 4 stakeholder groups or agencies 

that serve diverse populations 
10/31/2021  

21-day Public Engagement with scoping notice 

(Consultant and County Public Engagement Team) 
10/31/2021 

Public Scoping Meetings   

Develop story map outline 9/16/2021 



15 

 

Activity  Target Date 

Prepare for and facilitate 2-scoping meetings 

(Virtual or Hybrid) -supported with materials and 

online tools. 

11/1-12/31/2021 

Scoping Process Report   

Summarize results - identify themes, ideas on how to 

integrate with EIS 

2/1-2/28/2022 

Draft EIS   

Prepare for and facilitate 2 public meetings (Virtual 

or Hybrid) -supported with materials and online 

tools. 

7/1-8/1 2023 (during comment period) 
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Welcome and Introductions  

Snohomish County advertised a virtual scoping meeting as part of its scoping notice for the 2024 

Comprehensive Plan Update. On November 9, 2021, the first of two sessions were held. 

Approximately 8 participants attended the meeting.  Two interpreters were available in Spanish 

and Korean. Presentation in Spanish and Korean along with English were recorded and posted 

on the County website. More information about the meetings and recordings is available at the 

project website: https://www.snohomishcountywa.gov/5597/2024-Update.  

Kizz Prusia, Facilitator, BERK Consulting, started the scoping meeting and welcomed participants. 

He explained the session was a scoping meeting on the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

for Snohomish County’s 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update. He led a round of introductions for 

Snohomish County staff. See Appendix A for a full list of meeting participants.  

David Killingstad, Snohomish County Planning and Development Services (PDS), also welcomed 

the meeting participants. Kizz reviewed the meeting agenda, meeting and technical ground 

rules and the meeting purpose. The meeting purpose included: 

▪ Increase awareness of the County’s 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update 

▪ Share information about the environmental review - EIS process and upcoming milestones 

▪ Gather comments on key issues and concerns regarding the Scope of the EIS 

▪ Share information about ongoing opportunities to provide comments 

Overview of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update 

David Killingstad provided an overview of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan update. He noted 

Snohomish County is updating its Comprehensive Plan, a document that sets out the vision for 

how Snohomish County will accommodate projected growth for the next 20 years (between 

2024-2044). An update to the Comprehensive Plan represents a rare (once every 8 years) 

opportunity for the public, elected officials, and experts to plan how to accommodate growth 

in the county in such a manner that preserves and enhances the quality of life for all the 

county’s communities. Because long range planning decisions can positively effect change in 

the community Snohomish County is eager to receive input from the public to help inform the 

planning process. 

Based on state and regional estimates, Snohomish County is allocated a population growth of 

approximately 308,000 individuals countywide from 2020 to 2044. This presents opportunities as 

well as some challenges. With new faces and voices, the county’s economic opportunities, 

choices, and diversity will expand. At the same time, the County must prepare for this growth to 

ensure it occurs in a way that is in line with community values, goals, and quality of life. Overall, 

the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update, will focus on creating a resilient, vibrant, and inclusive 

https://www.snohomishcountywa.gov/5597/2024-Update
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future where all residents can thrive. 

David also discussed the connection between the Comprehensive Plan and the State Growth 

Management Act (GMA). The GMA requires those elements that provide services and 

infrastructure to support our growing population to include inventories of facilities, a list of 

projects for the 20-year planning horizon, forecast of needed capital projects and a funding 

plan. All the Elements of the County's comprehensive plan need to be aligned with the regional 

growth strategy that focuses growth into existing urban areas and in areas served by high-

capacity transit such as light rail, Community Transit and Sound Transit routes, and limits growth in 

rural areas. 

Presentation: EIS Process & Milestones 

Lisa Grueter, BERK Consulting led a presentation about the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

process and milestones. She explained that the purpose of an EIS is to provide information to the 

public and decision-makers about the environmental effects of plans or projects, and to identify 

environmental conditions, growth alternatives, potential impacts, and measures to reduce or 

mitigate any significant unavoidable adverse impacts. She also discussed the points of public 

input during the EIS process, including a 30-day scoping period upfront, a 30-45 day for agencies 

and the public to comment on the Draft EIS. A Final EIS will be prepared in response to public 

and agency comments. 

Lisa also discussed the scoping topics for the EIS. Scoping is a process required by the State 

Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) intended to focus the scope of an EIS on the likely significant 

adverse impacts and reasonable alternatives, including mitigation measures. Scoping is a call 

for comments from the public, tribes, and agencies about EIS topics and alternatives. 

She also explained that an EIS is required so that the County can examine all the probable, 

significant adverse environmental impacts that could occur because of 2024 update and the 

growth coming by 2044. This scoping period is crucial to set the scope, or the shape, of the EIS to 

make sure the County explores appropriate topics and range of growth alternatives and 

associated mitigation measures. The County benefits from hearing from you who live, work, and 

play in Snohomish County to make sure we examine the right environmental topics, mitigation 

etc. etc.  

Presentation: Land Use Alternatives  

Frank Slusser, Snohomish County PDS, provided a presentation on the different land use 

alternatives being considered. Frank explained land use alternatives are different ways of 

achieving objectives. The County’s objectives will be defined through visioning. He also noted 



4 

 

that alternatives are likely to address: 

▪ Inclusive and Equitable Communities 

▪ Light Rail 

▪ Parks 

▪ Growth Targets and Available  

Buildable Lands 

▪ Climate Change 

▪ Housing 

▪ Economic Development 

▪ Mobility 

Following this description, Frank explained the three potential alternatives the County is 

exploring. These alternatives include: 

▪ Alternative 1, No Action: Adopted Plans – Lower Growth: This alternative assumes no 

changes to the future land use designations currently shown on the County's Future Land Use 

Map, and there will be no policy, zoning, or regulation changes associated with this 

alternative. Unincorporated UGA subareas build to capacity or Initial 2044 Targets, 

whichever is less, and rural area accommodates no more than 8.5% of county population 

growth. The transportation network is as described in the current comprehensive plan’s 

adopted transportation element plus possible new projects to accommodate growth 

occurring between 2035 and 2044. This alternative accounts for the possibility that the 

population growth could be lower than the Vision 2050 population allocation for the county. 

▪ Alternative 2, Medium Growth: Focus on High-Capacity Transit Communities: This alternative 

is consistent with the Vision 2050 total population and employment allocations for Snohomish 

County. It accommodates a large share of growth in the core of the Southwest UGA with 

emphasis around high-capacity transit stations. It also encourages a wider variety of housing 

types in single family neighborhoods within the existing UGA and re-designates and rezones 

some locations from Urban Low Density Residential to Urban Medium Density Residential on 

the Future Land Use Map in unincorporated areas that are within the unincorporated High-

Capacity Transit (HCT) Communities regional geography adopted in the Vision 2050. This 

alternative may include minor UGA adjustments. The rural area accommodates 4.5% of 

county population growth. This alternative relies on a multi-modal approach to 

transportation. 

▪ Alternative 3, Higher Growth: This alternative accounts for the possibility that population 

growth could be higher than the Vision 2050 population total for the county. Like Alternative 

2, this alternative would focus a large share of growth in the core of the Southwest UGA near 

high-capacity transit stations, encourage a variety of housing types in single family 

neighborhoods, and allow for more medium density zoning within the existing UGA. This 

alternative factors in additional growth in the Southwest UGA near high-capacity transit 

stations. This alternative would include any UGA expansion proposals that are added to the 

final docket for consideration as amendments to the comprehensive plan. Higher total 

county growth associated with UGA expansions would be assumed. The rural area 

accommodates 4.5% of county population growth. This alternative relies on a multi-modal 
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approach to transportation, with new road projects to extend service to any UGA expansion 

areas. 

Key Topics Discussion  

This portion of the agenda was led by Radhika Nair, BERK Consulting. This section was an 

opportunity for the County to hear in more detail about the participants’ vision for the future of 

the county, and help the County develop alternatives that reflect the key desires of the 

community.  

Demographic questions about the participants showed the following: 

▪ Respondents provided a home zip code corresponding to Everett, Bothell, Maltby, 

Mountlake Terrace, Shoreline, and Seattle. 

▪ Few of the respondents filled in demographic questions and results are not comparable to 

other sources. 

During this discussion, Radhika led a round of poll questions summarized below and addressed in 

full in Appendix B. 

What makes your community special? What is important to you as the 

county grows? 

Respondents shared what makes their community special including natural and rural 

landscapes and gathering spaces. As the county grows managing growth, maintaining a rural 

character, protecting the natural environment, and providing housing, job, and transportation 

choices were noted as well as addressing climate change, equity, and infrastructure.  

Comments included: 

▪ Beautiful and a lot of places to get outside and go for a walk and hand out with people 

outside. 

▪ Special places in my community are Everett Skate Deck, the public Ice arena, our parks, 

especially areas for wildlife. As the county grows it is important to keep areas for wildlife and 

plant life, especially to aid climate change. 

▪ Residential feel but close to urban amenities.  Need to accommodate traffic as SnoCo 

grows further away from the urban core 

▪ Quality of life, jobs and opportunity, natural environment, orcas, cultural diversity, parks and 

amenities, good government, good services, affordable housing, good transportation. 

(Answers both Q's) 

▪ "Maintain rural setting in existing unincorporated areas.  
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▪ Manage growth with continued developer support for infrastructure (less tax impact for 

residents)." 

▪ land use options that expand the UGA 

▪ I want to live in a community that looks forward toward the needs of the future--addressing 

climate change through mass transit, bike lanes, and available housing for all income levels. 

▪ "What makes my community special is the variation of landscape.  

▪ Preserving climate is most important" 

▪ The beautiful landscape, close proximity to hiking/camping and the outdoors. 

▪ Very unique places, such as Meadowdale County Park, preserve old growth environments 

for residents to experience. Our county must preserve our forests and other natural spaces--

they cannot be recreated. 

▪ Feeer [fewer] cars, alternative housing 

▪ climate change and social justice 

▪ Within less than an hour we can be up in the Cascades, down on the coast, or biking the 

Centennial Trail. The opportunities to get outside and to appreciate, respect our 

environment is very important. 

What do you value most about living in Snohomish County?  

For those that provided a value the environment and beauty were top values: 

▪ Location 

▪ Environment Housing Jobs 

▪ Access outdoors 

▪ Beauty Access People 

▪ Natural beauty, access to Seattle, proximity to Paine Field 

What is your most pressing concern?  

Pressing concerns included housing, traffic, environment, and infrastructure: 

▪ Traffic and affordable housing 

▪ Environment and affordable housing. 

▪ What are the potential changes to the UGA that affect our specific area/community and 

how do we stay engaged and updated? 

▪ Infrastructure planning 

▪ Affordable housing 
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What do you feel are the most important EIS topics to understand 

environmental implications and tradeoffs of different growth alternatives?  

Topics of focus in the EIS included transportation, land use, and natural environment. See Exhibit 

1. 

Exhibit 1. Most Important EIS Topics 

 
 

Asking participants to share more about the EIS topics most important to you, the detail included 

natural habitat and investments in transportation and utilities: 

▪ animal corridors 

▪ Utilities are critical for growth, even in the urban core but are outside of SnoCo jurisdiction. 

Does the county plan to rely on developer's to just make it happen or actively engage the 

utility agencies? 

▪ While capacity for growth is very important, and that includes housing, jobs, transportation, 

infrastructure and services, the quality of the environment supports all this for livability and 

quality of life, for people and natural wildlife. 

▪ "Transportation will support the level of growth. 





























  

  



  

 

 


